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Abstract

Digital content creation is a growing area of labour in Canada. Alongside the development of this labour market, it has
been reported there are rising issues of harassment, racism, and racial representation. Research germane to this area has
provided rich qualitative accounts of how harassment and social oppression impact marginalized content creators. This
study builds on this scholarly area to demonstrate quantitatively the ways in which harassment manifests in a Canadian
setting. Using data from an online survey targeting Canadian content creators (N = 103), | specifically examine the inci-
dence of harassment and racism among this population. Drawing on critical race theories, | argue that although online
harassment is a widespread workplace hazard for content creators — regardless of identity, the consequences of this
harassment are qualitatively different for those who have been historically marginalized. | expand on these findings to
articulate how these impacts have downstream effects for marginalized creators, which may hinder their ability to sustain
their labour in this environment. Finally, | situate these findings in the platformized environment within which these
workplace hazards exist and problematize the arms-length approach that platforms take in regulating these hazards.
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Introduction Research on racism in digital media is situated within
critical race theoretical frameworks that critique the per-
ceived neutrality of platforms, which uncovers the ways
in which racial domination is practiced tacitly through pol-
icies, affordances and lack of intervention (Benjamin, 2019;
Hamilton, 2020; Matamoros-Fernandez and Farkas, 2021).

Tarte Cosmetics, a cosmetic brand popular with influencers,
has made multiple headlines regarding #TrippinWithTarte,
its annual promotional campaign where they invite dozens
of influencers to an extravagant all-expenses paid-trip in

exchange for S(.)Clal me.dla posts showcasing the exp erience Among this literature, a notable stream has focused on the
and products gifted (Kircher, 2024). Annually hosted since . . - e . .
proliferation of racism and incivility in online environments

2915, .'[hIS trip has.been plggued by accusations of a.lack of (Eschmann et al, 2023; Ortiz, 2019), which has been
diversity and racism, with public outcry regarding the

uneven racial distribution of invited creators, as well as
reports of mistreatment by invited racialized creators
(Mendez, 2022; Saha, 2023). The issues brought up by
#TrippinWithTarte are not unique to the brand, as it has
been reported widely that the influencer labour market is
plagued by a lack of racial representation and racially moti-
vated mistreatment and harassment (Graham, 2019; Talbot,
2019). Claims like this have become widespread across all
genres of content creation, and there is a lack of empirical |
research detailing how pervasive racial discrimination is ~ Queen’s University, Kingston, ON, Canada
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expressed in the form of online harassment (Lawson,
2018). These forms of incivility have been theorized to be
an extension of the perceived neutrality of platforms, as
racist and/or aggressive expressions become ‘free speech’,
which works to individualize racism and maintain the per-
ception that platforms are bias-free environments that facili-
tate various forms of expression (Ortiz, 2021).
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When looking specifically at incivility vis-a-vis the ‘plat-
formized cultural industries’ — namely, the cultural produc-
tion that is shaped and organized by digital platforms’
economic, infrastructural, and governmental logics
(Nieborg and Poell, 2018) — a growing body of research
has examined the rise of online harassment, particularly
though phenomena such as ‘cancellations’ (Lee and
Abidin, 2021; Lewis and Christin, 2022) and ‘anti-fandoms’
(Dufty et al., 2022; Rauchberg and Maddox, 2024). These
forms of incivility have been studied as follower-driven
responses to perceived moral transgressions and have been
framed as increasingly normalized and widespread forms
of disciplining creators, with research also identifying that
these practices affect marginalized populations in higher pro-
portions (Sobieraj, 2020; Uttarapong et al., 2021). The man-
agement of this harassment by content creators has also been
subject to scholarly inquiry, with studies identifying how
creators engage in invisibility and sociotechnical pushback
practices as a means of taking control of harmful hypervisi-
bility (Stegeman et al., 2024; Zuzunaga Zegarra, 2024).

Platform-mediated employment is a growing area of
labour in Canada, with estimates reporting that in 2023,
927,000 Canadians had engaged in some form of platform-
dependent gig work, which represents approximately 3.3%
of the total Canadian population (Hardy, 2024). In this con-
text, it becomes imperative to investigate the form and
experience of those participating in content creation as a
form of precarious, platform-dependent work. This is espe-
cially critical when considering the structural inequalities
and harassment that shape this labour sector (Cottom,
2020; Hund, 2023).

This study examines racial discrimination in the
Canadian content creator environment through analysis of
an exploratory online survey targeting Canadian content
creators working in Canada’s most diverse cities
(N=103). Findings show that although both white and
racialized creators report harassment at equal rates, racia-
lized creators face disproportionately negative outcomes
such as a reduced sense of safety. I ground my findings
within three distinct bodies of work. I situate this study
within the well-established research of workplace harass-
ment, which addresses the structural factors giving rise to
this hazard. Further, I expand on existing research addres-
sing forms of harassment among content creators through
cancellations and online harassment campaigns directed at
creators — grounding the study within the scholarship on
influencer practices. Then, I draw from critical race theories
of the internet to address how platform-neutral environ-
ments foster incivility and racism, which tacitly supports
racial domination. From this, I argue online harassment
needs to be reconceptualized as a pervasive workplace haz-
ard with uneven consequences, with racialized creators
experiencing harassment in qualitatively different ways.
Such reconceptualization would allow us to develop better
analytical frameworks for understanding online harassment;

thus limiting its impact on workers, as well as expanding
our knowledge on the specific and substantive ways in
which digital environments reproduce social inequality.

Understanding workplace harassment

Workplace harassment, which also goes by the names
workplace bullying or mobbing, is broadly defined as a
spectrum of repeated and regular hostile relations at work
directed towards subordinates, coworkers or superiors that
results in negative outcomes for those being harassed
(Einarsen et al., 2020a). Workplace harassment can include
physical, psychological, and sexual harassment (Otterbach
et al., 2021). Empirical research highlights that although
workplace harassment can be conceptualized as an interper-
sonal issue, workplace settings play an important part in
creating, structuring and reinforcing negative work relations
(Einarsen et al., 2020b; Francioli et al., 2018; Rai and
Agarwal, 2018). Some factors that impact working environ-
ments negatively are workplace stress and pressure, as well
as workplace governance that tacitly supports hostile beha-
viours through lack of policy and procedural direction
(Salin and Hoel, 2020). Therefore, we can understand work-
place harassment as mediated through structural constraints
that allow for the proliferation of hostile work relations.
Workplace harassment has been linked to a number of
adverse consequences for victims, such as negative mental
health outcomes, disengagement and lack of productivity,
and substance use (Francioli et al., 2018; Rai and
Agarwal, 2018). Other important factors in understanding
the prevalence and scope of workplace harassment include
belonging to marginalized groups, such as women, racia-
lized peoples, and immigrants (Krieger et al., 2006).
Incidences of workplace harassment have been found to
be aimed at those in lower positions of power, who are
more often women and racialized individuals (Otterbach
et al., 2021; Salin, 2021). Interestingly, the literature on
this topic remains inconclusive, as studies looking at gender
and race-based differences in workplace harassment are
inconsistent (Krieger et al., 2006; Otterbach et al., 2021;
Rosander et al., 2020). For instance, Krieger et al. (2006)
find in a dataset comprised of union members employed
in a variety of blue-collar workplaces in Boston, US,
White men reported the highest prevalence of workplace
abuse. Similarly, Otterbach et al.’s (2021) cross-cultural
analysis of survey data from 36 countries finds that women
in countries with greater gender equality measures are most
likely to perceive experiencing workplace harassment.
These results may be explained by understanding how
workplace harassment is measured, as well as the cultural
context that informs perceptions of what constitutes this
term. Some of the issues with regard to measurement are
that many studies rely on perceived subjective measures
of harassment, as well as the role of social desirability
bias in mediating self-disclosures of harassment (Nielsen
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et al., 2010). Looking at cultural context, the social location
of respondents intercedes to shape understandings of har-
assment. Krieger et al. (2006) theorize that white working-
class men are likely to have higher standards for treatment
in the workplace and are therefore more likely to identify
and name workplace harassment. Additionally, Otterbach
et al. (2021) discuss how increasing gender equality in soci-
ety at large allows for the naming and identification of
workplace harassment, which leads to increased reports of
such behaviour.

In a Canadian context, dominant narratives of multicul-
turalism and tolerance may contribute to perceptions of the
incidence and impact of online harassment, specifically
when looking at racialized forms of harassment (Fleras,
2014; Soltani, 2017). Canada’s discourse of multicultural-
ism often works to deny or minimize racism, and frames
racially based aggressions as individualized conflict. For
racialized individuals, this has the effect of amplifying the
harm and undermining their sense of safety, since experi-
ences of racism are invalidated as such. Therefore, it
remains important to (1) understand workplace harassment
as socio-culturally contingent, and (2) situate its perception
and consequences within the groups it is experienced in.
While platform-mediated work may not follow the structure
of'a ‘regular’ workplace, the rise and prevalence of this type
of labour requires research to expand its understanding of
workplace harassment to include platformized work envir-
onments, and the specific and substantive ways in which
this workplace harassment is mediated, amplified, and
reproduced through platforms and digitally mediated inter-
personal interactions.

Harassment in the platformized
workplace

Online harassment has become a widespread problem
experienced by individuals doing work in the platformized
cultural industries. Online harassment can be understood as
the ‘intentional behaviour aimed at harming another person
or persons through computers, cell phones, and other elec-
tronic devices, and perceived averse by the victim’ (Vitak
etal., 2017). In particular, research about online harassment
has focused on its deployment towards marginalized iden-
tities, with much research focusing on how women, persons
of colour, and persons identifying as LGBS + are singled
out as targets (Cote, 2017, Matamoros-Fernandez, 2017,
Sobieraj, 2020; Uttarapong et al., 2021).

To understand the forms of harassment experienced by
content creators, it is first important to situate this form of
labour within the broader structures that shape and maintain
it. Content creation labour is platform-dependent, where plat-
forms — which can be understood as sociopolitical regimes
(Cottom, 2020) — act as intermediaries for creators, through
hosting their content as well as cataloguing and promoting it

(Poell et al., 2021; Srnicek, 2016). This develops a structure
of dependency for creators, who must comply with platforms’
opaque governance and visibility mandates through trial and
error, folk theorizations of algorithmic behaviour, and constant
engagement (Arriagada and Ibafez, 2020; Bishop, 2019;
Savolainen, 2022). Given this dependency, creators are par-
ticularly vulnerable to the whims of platforms and their algo-
rithmic behaviours, with research finding that this
vulnerability is compounded for marginalized creators due to
the effects of racism, sexism and intersecting forms of oppres-
sion (Glatt, 2024; Love, 2025). To add, creator labour is not
considered formal employment, which leaves workers without
protections such as paid time off, retirement funds, and HR
guidelines to protect them from harm (Duffy et al., 2023).
These conditions result in precarity, as creators experience
employment insecurity on multiple levels: Through algorith-
mically mediated visibility, through the continuous demand
to adapt to opaque and ever-changing platform demands,
and through the absence of institutionalized labour protections.
This is the backdrop against which content creators carry
out their work. However, it is also important to consider
how the labour practices that comprise content creation
labour may expose creators to further vulnerability. As a
means of generating relational ties with followers, content
creators mobilize and commercialize their authenticity,
which Marwick (2015) describes as ‘strategic intimacy’.
This entails continuous self-disclosures and engagement
with followers, which works to support perceptions that
there is unfettered access to creators’ private lives. These
labour practices are geared towards maintaining follower
engagement and enabling monetization and are a compul-
sory aspect of content creation labour. Research is now
identifying how these practices carry a heavy burden for
creators. Compulsory self-disclosure practices open up crea-
tors to critique and harassment, which usually intersects with
misogyny and patriarchal beliefs about how women should
act (Duffy et al., 2022). Further, ‘backlash’ to creator’s self-
disclosures relies on identity-based prejudices that call on
misogynist and racist scripts to reinforce and reify social
hierarchies (Sobieraj, 2020). This has deeper impacts for
marginalized creators, who face systemic exclusions that
limit their visibility (e.g., tokenism, lower pay and commer-
cial exclusion) and therefore face the imperative to perform
relational labour in order to generate income (Glatt, 2024).

Forms of and responses to harassment in
content creation cultures

When looking specifically at content creators, online harass-
ment has been discussed in terms of ‘cancellations’, whereby
networked campaigns seek to address abuses of power through
boycotting and targeted online attacks (Lee and Abidin, 2021;
Lewis and Christin, 2022). Cancellations, which draw from
Black digital discursive practices and broadly situated within
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what is known as ‘cancel culture’ (Clark, 2020), have been dis-
cussed as a tool for individuals in low positions of power to col-
lectively enforce social norms through moral shaming
(Marwick, 2021).

This form of networked power has become
so widespread within the platformized cultural industries
that it has generated dedicated ‘drama’ channels where crea-
tors analyze and discuss cancellations (Lewis and Christin,
2022). Studying drama content in YouTube, Lewis and
Christin (2022) find that cancellations function as a ritualis-
tic performance of morality and accountability, through
which network values are expressed, contested and reaf-
firmed. Similarly, Lee and Abidin (2021) find in Korea’s
content creation culture that cancellations operate as net-
worked power leveraged when audiences perceive creators
as abusing their privilege.

Other forms of online harassment in content creation and
media cultures have also been subject to scholarly attention.
Duffy et al. (2022) study of influencer ‘antifandoms’
explores how online communities coalesce around shared
dislike or hatred towards media personalities like content
creators. These communities — which mostly target women
— provide space for followers to critique creators who trans-
gress moral boundaries. These boundaries, as Dufty et al.
(2022) find, are marked by gendered expectations of femin-
inity and womanhood, with critiques relying on misogynist
and identity-based insults. Similarly, Sobieraj’s (2020) ana-
lysis of online harassment levied at women journalists iden-
tifies the abuse experienced is structural, as it is directed
toward perceived threats to hegemony, which focus on
those whose identity or ideas are perceived as threatening.
This may explain why many report the virulence of digital
abuse is unevenly distributed towards those whose social
locations have been historically devalued (Cote, 2017,
Lawson, 2018).

These forms of harassment can be observed towards
high-profile creators who have amassed significant visibil-
ity. It should be noted that harassment is not relegated to
highly visible creators — harassment occurs in many small
ways to all creators regardless of their identity and visibil-
ity, and smaller cases of harassment are understudied in
the literature (Gillespie et al., 2023). This tells us the risk
of online harassment is endemic to working in the platfor-
mized cultural industries (Duffy et al., 2023). However,
there is little information about how the widespread risk
of online harassment affects content creators differentially.

Some research has identified how creators manage and
respond to this negative attention. Stegeman et al. (2024)
study finds how online sex workers engage in various strat-
egies to limit their visibility. Although it seems counter-
intuitive, visibility management becomes imperative for sex
creators facing higher levels of harassment. These strategies
include not showing body parts like their face, limiting certain
acts to paid subscribers, trying to appear more ‘vanilla’ in pub-
lic platforms, and cultivating small communities. When

looking at responses to harassment, Zuzunaga Zegarra’s
(2024) study into Canadian creators’ experiences of racism
finds that creators engage in a variety of practices in response
to harassment and racism, such as using comment filters to
hide pejorative terms. Other strategies involve using visibility
as a means of shaming or ‘calling out’ harassers, like respond-
ing to hateful comments with smiley faces, or reposting mean
comments to mobilize supporters.

These examples showcase how creators actively manage
harassment through either pre-emptive practices or reactive
behaviours. Further, these examples show how these miti-
gating practices work around the logics and structure of
platforms, in that creators modify their practices to leverage
platform tools as well as circumvent algorithmic amplifica-
tion/exposure. The role of platform governance in mitigating
harassment is limited, and often places the responsibility for
managing harassment on the individual creators. It is import-
ant to determine how lacking platform governance may
have harmful effects onto creators.

Racism in digital media

The study of racism in online settings is a growing area of
research. There is a variety of research available on the
topics of ‘online hate’, harassment, and negative experi-
ences online; however, there is a documented ‘under-
exploration’ of these social phenomena through the use of
critical race theories (Benjamin, 2019; Hamilton, 2020;
Matamoros-Fernandez and Farkas, 2021; Nadim, 2023).
Some argue this is a foundational part of internet studies,
as the internet and cognate knowledge was created around
notions of ‘colour-blindness’ and the potential of being
bias-free. However, multiple decades after its use became
widespread, there is more research being done that identi-
fies how internet and communication technologies repro-
duce and magnify social inequality (Daniels, 2013). In
this context, it is imperative to theorize how platformized
environments are shaped by everyday practices that support
racial domination, and how these practices and the environ-
ments in which they happen systematically obscure the
articulation of race to present a neutral, bias-free fagade.
While the structure of the internet has been historically
understood in the context of a neutral, bias-free space, it
has also been extensively discussed as a medium that hosts
racism, aggression, and bullying, and where overtly racist
rhetoric has become normalized (Eschmann et al., 2023;
Ortiz, 2019). Some online spaces have become havens for
racist vitriol, and it is theorized that this overtly aggressive
behaviour is exacerbated due to perceptions that digital
spaces are not subject to the same social norms that govern
face-to-face interactions (Bouvier and Machin, 2021).
Other studies find that those on the receiving end of the vit-
riol understand their experiences of online racism as not
being ‘real’, and therefore do not feel that it is worth dis-
cussing or reporting (Ortiz, 2019). This framing works to
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make racist behaviours appear as individual problems,
which decouples overt racism from structural and systemic
racism, and reinforces perceptions that platforms are neutral
and bias-free (Ortiz, 2021).

These harmful practices do not remain as isolated inci-
dents — they become embedded within the very structure
of platformed environments. Research on the affective
dimensions of platforms highlights how digital spaces
host and amplify racialized affects — such as exclusion
and marginalization — which, through repetition, are nor-
malized and sedimented into the cultural and sociotechnical
fabric of these environments (Papacharissi, 2014;
Ruckenstein, 2023). Through this process of sedimentation,
practices of racial domination become naturalized within
platform cultures, embedding themselves into everyday
interactions in ways that are often obscured by a fagade of
neutrality. In this context, it is crucial to question how plat-
form settings structure racialized individual’s perception of
racism and its impact, as well as how ‘neutral’ platform
environments can amplify and sustain racism due to their
tacit support and amplification of oppressive practices.

It is important to note that online spaces also offer envir-
onments for racialized people to challenge racist rhetoric
and build community, although the impact of these dis-
courses may be limited given the constraints of the
mediums used (Bailey, 2021; Jackson et al., 2020). For
instance, Childs (2022) finds that Black beauty creators
use platform affordances to call out colorism and pressure
brands towards more inclusive practices, with some success
at creating more inclusive consumer choices. However, cri-
tique is mediated by platform dependency: Creators must
balance activism with the economic risk of losing brand
partnerships or algorithmic visibility. Managing and respond-
ing to racism online carries a burden for racialized individuals,
leading to ‘racial battle fatigue’, or the accumulation of stress
from racial microaggressions (Williams et al., 2019). In this
way, critique is limited by the market logics of platforms, con-
straining how directly racism can be named and directly affect-
ing the well-being of racialized individuals.

Research questions

Employment through digital platforms is a developing area
of labour in Canada, with Statistics Canada reporting that in
2022, 1.5 million Canadians had completed some form of
gig work during a 12-month period (Hardy, 2024). Given
gig work is comprised of various platform-mediated labour
activities (Dedema and Rosenbaum, 2024), content creation
has not been studied independently, and therefore not much
is known about the demographic composition of this emer-
ging labour sector. Furthermore, the literature identifies
racism and harassment as evolving risks for racialized crea-
tors. Research on racism and online harassment vis-a-vis
content creation has mostly focused on qualitative studies
of cancellations and racist incidents (Duffy et al., 2022;

Glatt, 2024; Lawson, 2018; Lee and Abidin, 2021; Lewis
and Christin, 2022). In this context, there has been an
underexploration of how these risks specifically affect the
labour of racialized creators.

This exploratory study relies on quantitative analysis of
experiences of online harassment among content creators in
Canada, with a focus on whether racialized creators experi-
ence harassment differently from white peers. In this way,
this study provides a substantive contribution to our knowl-
edge of the experiences of this emerging labour sector. The
following questions frame the analytic inquiry, and form the
key components of this study:

RQ: Are members of minority racial groups more likely
to indicate online harassment experience?

RQ,: What are the forms of racism that content creators
experience?

Methods

Study design

This exploratory study uses data from an online survey tar-
geting content creators doing work in Canada’s most
diverse cities. Specifically, the survey targeted Instagram
creators working in Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver.
The sampling strategy for the survey followed a criteria-
based approach using cluster sampling (Baltes and Ralph,
2022; Thompson, 1990). Using the software Crowdtangle,
I collected all public posts indexed under the six most-
used geographically based hashtags, as measured by num-
ber of posts indexed under each hashtag (e.g., #torontoblog-
ger, with 1548,893 posts). Public data was collected in
3-month ranges, with data collection taking place between
September 2021 to August 2022. Accounts were identified
for inclusion into the sampling frame using the following
criteria: must have over 2500 followers, must be an account
linked to a person (i.e., no business accounts), and must
have an email associated with the account. All genres of
content creation were included in the sample. Based on
these parameters, a total of 650 accounts were identified,
of which 113 (18% response rate) responded. These criteria
were implemented to target the highest number of active
content creators.

Instagram was chosen to recruit Canadian content crea-
tors given its prominence as a marketing hub (Dopson,
2023). While the survey focused on Instagram, the study
is platform-agnostic: Creators increasingly work across
multiple platforms, tailoring their content to their affor-
dances and algorithmic cultures of each platform (Hund,
2023). In this context, this study examines how racialized
creators experience harassment and racism across social
media, and the specific ways in which different platforms
reinforce social inequality.
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In exploring experiences of racism among content crea-
tors, it remains important to reflect on how my social loca-
tion shapes my scholarly inquiry. As a racialized, cisgender,
heterosexual woman, I situate my analysis within the epis-
temological position that race is a contingent and contextual
process. In this context, race is made and remade through
individuals’ interactions with the social world at large,
which affect how racialized individuals understand, make
sense of, and act on the world. Thus, throughout the article,
I refer to the participants in the study as racialized creators.
This is a critical decision that highlights how racism acts on
individuals’ lives and underscores the importance of identify-
ing racism and its cognate processes of difference-making as
key drivers in the creation of social inequality. Furthermore,
while survey respondents were given the option to self-
identify their race/ethnicity groups, in the analysis respondents
are presented as white or racialized. This was done to preserve
confidentiality, as certain racial/ethnic categories had low cell
counts and could potentially be identifiable.

Data collection and analysis

This study received Ethics approval. Potential participants
were emailed a link to an online questionnaire covering
demographics, account specifications, experiences of online
harassment, and, for those identifying as part of a racial/eth-
nic group, experiences of racism as content creators. To
ensure validity, questions were adapted from Statistics
Canada’s General Social Survey Cycle 30 (2016) and
Census of Population (2020), and Harrell et al.’s (1997)
Psychometric properties of the Racism and Life Experiences
Scales. Questionnaires with more than 25% missing data
were excluded, as demographic variables comprised the first
quarter of the survey and were essential for profiling
Canadian content creators. After exclusions, 103 valid
responses remained. Sensitive questions received many
‘don’t know/no response’ answers, which were treated as
missing; percentages shown reflect valid responses. To pre-
serve confidentiality and analytic validity, categories with
fewer than three cases were merged (e.g., age groups) or, if
merging was not viable (e.g., non-binary gender), removed.
All variables were treated as categorical variables. To
address low cell counts, five-point Likert scale questions
were converted into variables with three ordinal categories.
To answer the research questions, racial differences in
experiences of online harassment were studied using chi-
square test of independence. Chi-square goodness-of-fit
tests were used for variables that only had one independent
group (i.e., univariate frequencies are presented as in
Table 5, rather than bivariate contingency tables as in
Table 1). Given the sample size, research questions, and
lack of knowledge of the makeup of the Canadian content
creator population, these non-parametric tests are appropri-
ate to determine race-based differences in experiences of
harassment among creators. The statistical software R

(version 4.3.3) was used for all analyses. Significance was
accepted at p <0.05.

Results

Descriptives

Respondents were asked to answer a variety of questions
regarding their socio-economic background (see Table 1).
The creators self-reported to be 49.5% white, and 50.5%
racialized. In the sample, 87.1% identified as female, while
12.9% were male. Under half of the sample was aged 20-29
(45.5%), while a third were aged 30-39 (33.3%). A fifth of
the sample was aged 40 and over (21.2%). In terms of edu-
cation, a quarter (25.2%) of respondents had high-school
and/or some post-secondary, while two-thirds of the sample
had a Bachelor’s degree (63.1%), and 11.7% reported they
had a graduate degree. Compared to census data, this sam-
ple of content creators is highly educated, as in Canada,
only 26.7% of the population has a bachelor’s degree or
higher (Statistics Canada, 2022).

Under a third (31.4%) of respondents reported they earned
$49,000 or less per year, while over a third (39.3%) reported
they earned between $50,000 and $99,999 per year. A third
of the sample (29.2%) reported they earned over $100,000
per year. When comparing to the income distribution in
Canada, only a fifth (21.2%) of Canadian workers earn over
$100,000 (Statista, 2024), which makes this a high-earner
sample. When comparing these demographic categorizations
across racial background, no significant differences were
found.

Respondents were asked a variety of questions regarding
their content creator work (see Table 2). When looking at
the number of followers respondents had in Instagram,
under two-thirds of the sample (63%) had between 10,000
and 200,000 followers, while 37% had under 10,000 fol-
lowers. Almost all of the sample used multiple social media
networks to do their work (95.1%), the most popular of
these networks was TikTok, with 58.3% of respondents using
it. Facebook (38.8%), personal blogs (36.9%), and YouTube
(33%) were also popular. Over two-thirds of the sample
(70.9%) reported they had a full-time or part-time job outside
of content creation, while 15.5% reported not having a job.
The majority of the sample (88.3%) had been paid for content
creation. When looking at the proportion of their annual
income provided by content creation, almost two-thirds of
the sample (64.1%) reported content creation made up 25%
or less of their annual income, while 17.9% reported it was
26-50%, and 17.9% reported it was 51-100%. These results
were not significant across racial background.

Online harassment and racism

The first research question asked Is omline harassment
experienced more among members of minority racial
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Table I. Sociodemographic characteristics of study participants.
Racialized White Full sample
Baseline characteristic n % n % N % p
Geographic location 0.847
British Columbia 8 15.4 10 19.6 18 17.5
Ontario 39 75.0 36 70.6 75 72.8
Other provinces 5 9.6 5 9.8 10 9.7
Gender 0.578
Female 45 90.0 43 84.3 88 87.1
Male 5 10.0 8 15.7 13 12.9
Age 0.271
20-29 26 53.1 19 38.0 45 45.5
30-39 13 26.5 20 40.0 33 333
40 and over 10 20.4 I 22,0 21 21.2
Education 0.675
High school 6 1.5 3 5.9 9 8.7
Some post-secondary 7 13.5 10 19.6 17 16.5
Bachelor’s degree 33 63.5 32 62.7 65 63.1
Graduate degree 6 1.5 6 1.8 12 1.7
Income (Before tax) 0.461
Less than $25,000 7 14.6 3 7.3 10 1.2
$25,000 to $49,000 9 18.8 9 22,0 18 20.2
$50,000 to $74,999 8 16.7 9 22,0 17 19.1
$75,000 to $99,999 7 14.6 I 26.8 18 20.2
$100,000 to $124,999 8 16.7 5 12.2 13 14.6
$125,000 or more 9 18.8 4 9.8 13 14.6
Self-identified social class 0.326
Working class 6 12.5 3 7.0 9 9.9
Middle class 24 50.0 28 65.1 52 57.1
Upper-middle class and upper class 18 375 12 27.9 30 33.0

groups? All respondents were asked a variety of questions
regarding their experiences of online harassment while
working as content creator. Over half of the sample
(57.4%) reported they had been the sole recipient of threa-
tening or aggressive emails, comments, instant messages or
postings on Internet sites, while a third (33.3%) reported
they had been publicly targeted through such means.
Almost half of the sample (47.8%) reported experiencing
other forms of harassment not mentioned. These results
are not significant across racial background, and the distri-
butions between racial groups are similar in proportion.
These results showcase how harassment has become a
widespread risk associated with working in the platfor-
mized cultural industries in Canada, affecting content crea-
tors of different backgrounds. These results are reflective
of other studies looking at how cancellations have become
a commonplace networked tool used to balance power
dynamics between visible content creators and the invisible
groups that follow them (Christin and Lewis, 2021; Lee and
Abidin, 2021; Lewis and Christin, 2022). While there have
been theorizations that these forms of networked power
may affect creators belonging to minority groups in higher
proportions (Duffy and Meisner, 2022; A. E. Marwick,
2021; Sobieraj, 2020), these findings demonstrate the risk
of harassment exists for all content creators. However, it

is important to also examine whether online harassment is
experienced uniformly, in terms of its consequences to crea-
tors’ labour and well-being (Table 3).

Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with
questions regarding their perceptions of the consequences
of online harassment, and the changes they had implemented
to their work practices as a means of mitigating the effects of
this risk. Nine in ten respondents (91.2%) agreed online har-
assment was harmful to content creators, with similar results
when asked if they agreed online harassment was a serious
issue facing their line of work (86.8%). However, over half
of the sample (51.7%) agreed online harassment is part of
being a content creator. These somewhat paradoxical results
suggest that while harassment is widespread, its incidence
and/or severity is relatively low and therefore not a quotidian
concern for some content creators. These results were not sig-
nificant across racial background.

When looking at how the sample responded to online
harassment, respondents were asked whether they agreed
social network platforms have effective policies to protect
them from harassment. Under two-thirds of the sample
(60.7%) disagreed with this statement. Respondents were
asked whether they changed their behaviour online to avoid
harassment, with over half (53.8%) agreeing that they do,
while 58.2% reported they tried not to talk about controversial
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Table 2. Account specifications.

Racialized White Full sample
n % n % N % p
Instagram account development (Years) 0.655
0-2 years 9 17.6 8 17.4 17 17.5
2-5 years 22 43.1 16 34.8 38 39.2
Over 5 years 20 39.2 22 478 42 43.3
Number of followers (Instagram) 0.810
Nano influencer — under 10K 20 39.2 16 348 36 37
Micro influencer — between 10 and 200K 31 60.8 30 65.2 6l 63
Hours spent creating content 0.795
0-5 h per week 13 255 9 20 22 229
5-10 h per week 20 39.2 18 40 38 39.6
Over 10 h per week 18 353 18 40 36 375
Posting regularity on instagram (Weekly) 0.388
| to 3 times per week 24 533 18 41.9 42 47.7
4 or more times per week 21 46.7 25 58.1 46 523
Employment status (Full-time or part-time) 0.561
Yes 37 79 36 85.7 73 70.9
No 10 21 6 14.3 16 15.5
Paid for content creation
Yes 46 90 45 100 91 88.3
No 5 9.8 0 0 5 49
% of annual income from paid content 0.199
Up to 25% 20 54.1 30 732 50 64.1
26 to 50% 8 21.6 6 14.6 14 17.9
51 to 100% 9 243 5 12.2 14 17.9
Other social networks used (select all that apply)
YouTube 19 36.5 15 29.4 34 33
Facebook 20 385 20 39.2 40 388
TikTok 31 59.6 29 56.9 60 58.3
Personal blog 18 34.6 20 39.2 38 36.9
Other: Pinterest, Twitter, LinkedIn 10 19.2 13 25.5 23 223

topics. These results were not significant across race and the
distributions across racial groups were similar.

However, when respondents were asked if they agreed
they felt safe sharing information about themselves online,
results across racial background varied. Only 17.2% of the
racialized content creators sampled agreed they felt safe
sharing information, compared to 44.7% of White creators.
The chi-square test of independence performed to assess this
difference was statistically significant (y*>=11.352, p=0.003).
A Cramer’s V test was conducted to test the strength of associ-
ation, which resulted in a moderate relationship between respon-
dent’s racial group and respondent’s agreement over feeling
safe sharing information online (@, =0.353).

These results can be understood in several ways. First,
racialized and white creators could have differing under-
standings of what constitutes harassment with regard to its
severity and incidence, which would explain the lack of sig-
nificance between groups. In Canada, dominant narratives of
multiculturalism and tolerance often minimize racism,
reframing racial harassment as isolated conflict (Fleras,
2014; Soltani, 2017). Such framing can contribute to

underreporting among racialized creators, while simultaneously
amplifying harm by invalidating their experiences. This theor-
ization is supported by research on workplace harassment
which finds inconclusive data on whether marginalized
populations experience a higher incidence of workplace
harassment due to varying socio-cultural understandings
of what constitutes this harm (Krieger et al., 20006;
Otterbach et al., 2021; Rosander et al., 2020).

Second, we can analyze these results through a social
power lens, which is where individuals with less social power
may feel more intimidated or stressed by hostile behaviours,
which could produce feelings of a lack of safety and belong-
ing (Salin, 2021). This would explain why racialized creators
are more likely to feel unsafe sharing information online.
Although online harassment in this context is not explicitly
tied to overt racism, its consequences reflect systemic forms
of racism embedded in internet structures. These tacit forms
of technological discrimination produce differential outcomes
for racialized creators, often resulting in heightened feelings of
vulnerability (Benjamin, 2019; Daniels, 2013; Noble, 2018).

Table 4
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Table 3. Incidence of online harassment.
Full
Racialized White sample
n % n % N % p
Received threatening or aggressive e-mails, comments, instant messages or postings 0.458
on Internet sites as only recipient.
Yes 31 62 23 523 54 574
No 19 38 21 477 40 426
Been the target of threatening or aggressive comments spread through group e-mails, 0.713
comments, instant messages or postings on Internet sites.
Yes 18 36 I3 302 31 333
No 32 64 30 698 62 667
Embarrassing or threatening pictures have been sent out 1.000
Yes 9 18.8 9 20 18 194
No 39 81.3 36 80 75 80.6
Identity has been used to send out or post embarrassing or threatening information? 0.436
Yes 10 20.4 13 295 23 247
No 39 79.6 31 705 70 753
Been the target of any other kind of cyber stalking/ bullying not already mentioned? 0312
Yes 21 42 23 548 44 478
No 29 58 19 452 48 522
Table 4. Effects of online harassment.
Full
Racialized White sample
n % n % N % p
Online harassment is harmful to content creators 0.835
Neutral/disagree 5 10.4 3 7 8 8.8
Agree 43 89.6 40 93 83 912
Online harassment is a serious issue for content creators 0.468
Neutral/disagree 8 16.7 4 93 12 132
Agree 40 83.3 39 907 79 868
Experiencing online harassment is part of being a content creator 0.724
Disagree 12 25 8 195 20 225
Neither agree nor disagree I 229 12 293 23 258
Agree 25 52.1 21 512 46 517
| change my behaviour online to avoid threatening or aggressive comments, messages 0916
or online postings
Disagree I5 31.3 I3 302 28 308
Neither agree nor disagree 8 16.7 6 14 14 154
Agree 25 52.1 24 558 49 538
| try not to talk about controversial topics to avoid threatening or aggressive 0.397
comments, messages or online postings
Disagree I5 31.3 Il 256 26 286
Neither agree nor disagree 8 16.7 4 93 12 132
Agree 25 52.1 28 65.1 53 582
Social network platforms have effective policies to protect me from threatening or 0.711
aggressive comments, messages or online postings.
Disagree 28 58.3 26 634 54 607
Neither agree nor disagree 14 29.2 12 293 26 29.2
Agree 6 12.5 3 73 9 l0.1
| feel safe sharing information about myself online 0.003*
Disagree 21 43.8 7 163 28 308
Neither agree nor disagree 19 39.6 17 395 36 39.6
Agree 8 16.7 19 442 27 297

*5<0.05.
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Table 5. Experiences of racism.

Racialized
creators
n % p
Experienced discrimination or been treated unfairly by others online because of ethnicity or culture. 0.304
Yes 20 58.8
No 14 41.2
Experienced discrimination or been treated unfairly by others online because of your race or colour. 0.622
Yes 20 54.1
No 17 459
Have heard or been told an offensive joke about their/someone’s race. 0.607
Never or rarely 10 26.3
Sometimes 15 39.5
Often or always 13 342
Others have expected their work to be inferior or lower quality. 0.261
Never or rarely 15 46.9
Sometimes 8 25
Often or always 9 28.1
Witnessed racial discrimination or prejudice directed toward someone else. 0.125
Never or rarely 7 19.4
Sometimes 17 47.2
Often or always 12 333
Have heard about someone else’s experience of racial discrimination or prejudice. 0.006*
Never or rarely 4 10.3
Sometimes 15 385
Often or always 20 51.3
Observed limited participation in opportunities or access to resources for people belonging to a 0.039%*
non-White racial or ethnic background.
Never or rarely 7 19.4
Sometimes 10 27.8
Often or always 19 528
People mention my racial/ethnic background before they notice anything else about me. 0.057
Never or rarely 19 50
Sometimes 12 316
Often or always 7 18.4
| have been called insults, been threatened, or received aggressive comments related to my race/ethnicity 0.000%*
Never or rarely 30 76.9
Sometimes 5 12.8
Often or always 4 10.3
People have stereotypes about my racial/ethnic background that affect how they judge me 0.469
Never or rarely 13 35.1
Sometimes 15 40.5
Often or always 9 243
| have to prepare myself to deal with racist environments online. 0.058
Never or rarely 20 51.3
Sometimes 9 23.1
Often or always 10 25.6

*p<0.05. ¥p<0.01.

The second research question asked What are the forms
of racism that content creators experience? Respondents
self-identifying as racialized were asked questions about
their experiences of overt and latent racism. These questions
were examined using chi-square tests of goodness-of-fit.
Of these, three questions were statistically significant.
When respondents were asked if they had heard about
someone else’s experience of racial discrimination or
prejudice, 51.3% responded that they had often or always
heard this ()>= 10.308, p = 0.006). When including those
that have sometimes witnessed racial discrimination,

results showed 89.8% of participants experienced this
form of discrimination.

In addition, 52.8% of racialized respondents reported
they often or always had observed limited participation in
opportunities or access to resources for racialized peoples
(x*= 6.5, p=0.038). Including those who had sometimes
observed limited participation increased the incidence of
this form of discrimination to 80.6%.

When asked if they had been called insults or received
aggressive comments related to their race, 76.9% of racia-
lized respondents responded that had never or rarely
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happened to them (y>= 33.385, p =0.000). Other questions
related to experiencing and witnessing racial discrimin-
ation, experiencing microaggressions, or experiencing
stereotyping were not statistically significant. These results
indicate racialized content creators experience racism in
latent ways — through community knowledge sharing and
lack of access to opportunities. Thus, online harassment
may not be directly linked to overt or interpersonal racism,
although further research is needed to make a causal claim.

Limitations

Limitations of this study include low sample size, which
limits the strength of the statistical analyses. In addition,
the use of a non-probability cluster sampling strategy limits
the representativeness of the sample, given that the clusters
selected may not mirror the population. Selection bias may
also limit the representativeness of the sample, as indivi-
duals with particular experiences or opinions might have
been more likely to participate.

Furthermore, the statistical parameters of the population
of content creators in Canada remain unknown, which limits
researchers’ ability to determine if this sample is representa-
tive. Recent Statistics Canada Labour Force Surveys have
gathered information on the number of Canadians engaging
in digital platform employment; however, these surveys
aggregate a broad range of platform-based workers, includ-
ing those engaged in delivery, task-based services, and social
media (Hardy, 2024). Therefore, there is currently no disag-
gregated data capturing the size, demographics, or character-
istics of the Canadian content creator population. This
absence of baseline data poses a significant limitation for
sampling and generalizability in studies of this distinct seg-
ment of the Canadian digital economy. In light of this gap,
the present study offers an exploratory contribution by pro-
viding initial insights into the composition of, and social
challenges faced by content creators in Canada.

Discussion and conclusion

Analysis of online harassment demonstrated online harass-
ment occurs widely, and that the majority of respondents
sampled experienced a form of harassment. The most pre-
dominant form of harassment was through direct forms of
communication, such as emails, comments, instant mes-
sages or postings. However, a large number of respondents
also reported experiencing public campaigns containing
threatening or aggressive comments. In this context, it
becomes imperative to conceptualize online harassment as
an established workplace hazard that creators must manage
regularly.

An important dimension of online harassment is that it
may not affect all populations equally. Findings showed
that although both racial groups strongly believed online
harassment was harmful to content creators, only 17.2%

of racialized respondents felt safe sharing information
online, compared to 44.7% of white respondents
(¥*>=11.352, p=0.003). These results indicate online har-
assment needs to be understood in terms of its effect on dif-
ferent groups, as this may provide better frameworks for
addressing it, limiting its impact on workers, and expanding
our knowledge on the specific and substantive ways in
which digital environments reproduce inequality.

Situating these findings within the content creator labour
economy, it is critical to theorize the compounding and
material effects of these disparities for racialized creators.
Sharing personal information with followers is a key
mode of affective and immaterial labour through which
content creators build personal brands, cultivate commu-
nity, and monetize their platforms (Duguay, 2019; Glatt,
2024; Raun, 2018). For racialized creators, the fear or
inability to safely engage in this form of labour due to har-
assment not only incurs emotional harm but could result in
material consequences — including reduced visibility, lower
engagement, fewer sponsorships, and ultimately, dimin-
ished income opportunities. In this way, experiences of
online harassment for racialized creators are not merely
symbolic or emotional; these experiences directly intersect
with and undermine their material opportunities.

This highlights how creators not only encounter racia-
lized harassment but must also manage the emotional and
strategic labour of responding to it. Existing research shows
that creators facing high levels of harassment often adopt
practices of invisibility or selectively engage with platform
tools to mitigate exposure (Stegeman et al., 2024; Zuzunaga
Zegarra, 2024). These remain largely individualized coping
strategies, underscoring the need to interrogate the struc-
tural conditions that necessitate such responses in the first
place. Other studies find that racialized digital interactions
produce stress and other adverse outcomes that racialized
people attempt to mitigate by seeking online safe spaces
that affirm their identities (Williams et al., 2019).

Many qualitative studies have theorized the dispropor-
tionate and complex ways in which online harassment
affects racialized and marginalized creators (Duffy et al.,
2023; Zuzunaga Zegarra, 2024). This study contributes a
valuable quantitative dimension to these discussions, offer-
ing findings that nuance existing arguments. That is, while
harassment is a shared experience among all creators, a key
analytic focus should be on its differential impact on work-
ers. This distinction is crucial, as it reveals how racialized
creators experience compounded forms of harm — where
harassment intersects with structural marginalization in a
predominantly white digital labour economy. Here, I argue
these dynamics can significantly obstruct racialized crea-
tors’ ability to engage in platform labour and materially
benefit from it, ultimately shaping the long-term viability
of this form of work for this group.

When looking specifically at racism, the findings dem-
onstrate that for racialized content creators, online racism
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is not closely associated with overt and/or interpersonal
racism. In this context, structural forms of racism appear
to be the main way in which this sample experienced racial
discrimination. Structural racism manifests in how racia-
lized respondents understood their access to opportunities,
as well as through knowledge sharing that provided evi-
dence that racial discrimination exists. While these two
measures address perceptions of racial inequity, it is import-
ant to understand that these perceptions, which are commu-
nally sourced, may offer racialized creators the knowledge
to understand, name and contest the invisible barriers they
face while doing their work (Bailey, 2021; Jackson et al.,
2020).

Furthermore, it is essential to examine how these com-
munal perceptions of racism contribute to the reproduction
of systemic oppression within platformed spaces. These
perceptions do not emerge in isolation — they circulate
through digital environments, shaping a tacit understanding
of who belongs and who does not. As Ruckenstein (2023)
suggests, networked environments are not neutral informa-
tional structures, they are saturated with affect. In this con-
text, such spaces carry and reproduce racialized emotions —
feelings of exclusion, surveillance, and precarity — that
reinforce broader structures of racial domination. These
affective dynamics manifest through recurring narratives
about who is afforded visibility and opportunity, and
through collective stories reaffirming the presence of racism
within the content creator labour environment.

Here, it is imperative that platforms take a proactive role
in governing the online environments they host to create
spaces that allow everyone to work without fear of harass-
ment. This goes beyond content moderation; it requires a
rethinking of platform governance itself. Central to this is
challenging the long-standing framing of platforms as neu-
tral environments. The assumption of platform neutrality
bolsters the dominant practices that support identity-based
harassment, racial domination, and oppression. In doing
s0, it obscures the ways these harms are reproduced and sta-
bilized through technical systems (Benjamin, 2019;
Hamilton, 2020; Ortiz, 2021). Addressing online harass-
ment structurally requires that we interrogate how neutrality
functions ideologically to maintain and reify systemic
oppression.

In this study, based on a survey of Canadian content
creators, I thus display the complex labour environment
in which content creators do their work, and the ways in
which racialized creators are differentially affected by
online harassment and racism. This study puts forth a sub-
stantive contribution to our knowledge of online harassment
by demonstrating how it happens widely in the content cre-
ator sphere, regardless of racial identity. However, the
effects of online harassment were found to be experienced
differently according to racial group. In this context, it
becomes imperative to reconceptualize our understanding
of online harassment vis-a-vis platformized labour and shift

it from a focus on incidence to a focus on consequences.
That is, how harassment affects certain populations differ-
entially, and how through these effects it reproduces social
inequality. Shifting our analytical focus to these factors
would allow us to investigate how creators address and
manage this endemic risk, as well as narrow the research
locus to centre on marginalized creators as a way of under-
standing how online harassment may hinder democratic,
inclusive engagement with the platformized cultural
industries.

ORCID iD

Daniela Zuzunaga Zegarra
1715

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2092-

Ethical approval
This study was approved by the Queen’s University General
Human Research Ethics Board (approval: 6034435) on
September 07, 2021.

Funding
The author disclosed receipt of the following financial support for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This
work was supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities
of Canada (SSHRC;

Research  Council number

752-2021-2211).

grant

Declaration of conflicting interest

The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect
to the research, authorship and/or publication of this article.

Informed consent

Respondents gave written consent before starting the survey.

References

Arriagada A and Ibafez F (2020) You need at least one picture
daily, if not, you’re dead”: Content creators and platform evo-
lution in the social Media ecology. Social Media + Society
6(3): 2056305120944624.

Bailey M (2021) Misogynoir Transformed: Black Women's
Digital Resistance. New York, NY, USA: NYU Press.

Baltes S and Ralph P (2022) Sampling in software engineering
research: A critical review and guidelines. Empir Softiw Eng
27(4): 94.

Benjamin R (2019) Race After Technology: Abolitionist Tools for
the New Jim Code. Ilustrated edition. Oxford, England: Polity.

Bishop S (2019) Managing visibility on YouTube through algo-
rithmic gossip. New Media & Society 21: 2589-2606. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/1461444819854731.

Bouvier G and Machin D (2021) What gets lost in Twitter
‘cancel culture’ hashtags? Calling out racists reveals some
limitations of social justice campaigns. Discourse & Society
32(3): 307-327.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2092-1715
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2092-1715
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819854731
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819854731
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819854731

Zuzunaga Zegarra

13

Childs KM (2022) The shade of it all”: How black women use
Instagram and YouTube to contest colorism in the beauty
industry. Social Media + Society 8(2): 20563051221107634.

Christin A and Lewis R (2021) The drama of metrics: Status, spec-
tacle, and resistance among YouTube drama creators. Social
Media + Society 7(1): 2056305121999660.

Clark M (2020) DRAG THEM: A brief etymology of so-called “can-
cel culture.”. Communication and the Public 5(3—4): 88-92.
Cote AC (2017) I can defend myself”: Women’s strategies for cop-
ing with harassment while gaming online. Games and Culture

12(2): 136-155.

Cottom TM (2020) Where platform capitalism and racial capital-
ism meet: The sociology of race and racism in the digital soci-
ety. Sociology of Race and Ethnicity 6(4): 441-449.

Daniels J (2013) Race and racism in internet studies: A review and
critique. New Media & Society 15(5): 695-719.

Dedema M and Rosenbaum H (2024) Socio-technical issues in the
platform-mediated gig economy: A systematic literature
review: An annual review of information science and technol-
ogy (ARIST) paper. J Assoc Inf Sci Technol 75(3): 344-374.

Dopson E (2023) 30+ Influencer Marketing Statistics You Should
Know (2023). Shopify. https:/www.shopify.com/ca/blog/
influencer-marketing-statistics

Duffy BE and Meisner C (2022) Platform governance at the mar-
gins: Social media creators’ experiences with algorithmic (in)
visibility. Media, Culture & Society 01634437221111923:
285-304. https:/doi.org/10.1177/01634437221111923.

Duffy BE, Miltner KM and Wahlstedt A (2022) Policing “fake”
femininity: Authenticity, accountability, and influencer anti-
fandom. New Media & Society 24(7): 1657-1676.

Duffy BE, Ononye A and Sawey M (2023) The politics of vulner-
ability in the influencer economy. European Journal of
Cultural Studies 13675494231212346: 352-370. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/13675494231212346.

Duguay S (2019) Running the numbers”: Modes of microcelebrity
labor in queer women’s self-representation on Instagram and
vine. Social Media + Society 5(4): 2056305119894002.

Einarsen SV, Hoel H, Zapf D, et al. (2020a) Bullying and
Harassment in the Workplace: Theory,
Practice. Boca Raton, FL, USA: CRC Press.

Einarsen SV, Hoel H, Zapf D, et al. (2020b) The concept of bully-
ing and harassment at work: The European tradition. In:
Bullying and Harassment in the Workplace: Theory,
Research and Practice. 3rd ed. Boca Raton, FL, USA: CRC
Press, 3-53.

Eschmann R, Grundy S, Harbaugh AG, et al. (2023) Digital rage:
Testing “the obama effect” on internet-based expressions of
racism. Social Media + Society 9(4): 20563051231205592.

Fleras A (2014) Racisms in a Multicultural Canada: Paradoxes,
Politics, and Resistance. Waterloo, Ontario, Canada: Wilfrid

Research and

Laurier Univ. Press.

Francioli L, Conway PM, Hansen AM, et al. (2018) Quality of
leadership and workplace bullying: The mediating role
of social community at work in a two-year follow-up study.
J Bus Ethics 147(4): 889-899.

Gillespie T, Aufderheide P, Carmi E, et al. (2023) Expanding the
Debate about Content Moderation: Scholarly Research
Agendas for the Coming Policy Debates (SSRN Scholarly
Paper 4459448). https:/papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4459448

Glatt Z (2024) The intimacy triple bind: Structural inequalities and
relational labour in the influencer industry. European Journal
of Cultural Studies 27(3): 424-440.

Graham M (2019) https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/29/instagram-
influencers-are-often-white-leading-to-brand-criticism.html.
Hamilton AM (2020) A genealogy of critical race and digital stud-
ies: Past, present, and future. Sociology of Race and Ethnicity

6(3): 292-301.

Hardy V (2024) https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/nl/pub/75-004-m/
75-004-m2024001-eng.htm.

Harrell S, Merchant M and Young S (1997) Psychometric properties
of the Racism and Life Experiences Scales (RaLES). Los Angeles:
Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association.

Hund E (2023) The Influencer Industry: The Quest for Authenticity
on Social Media. Princeton, NJ, USA: Princeton University
Press.

Jackson SJ, Bailey M and Welles BF (2020) #HashtagActivism:
Networks of Race and Gender Justice. Cambridge, MA,
USA: MIT Press.

Kircher MM (2024) https://www.nytimes.com/2024/03/05/style/
tarte-cosmetics-influencers-tiktok-backlash.html.

Krieger N, Waterman PD, Hartman C, et al. (2006) Social hazards
on the job: Workplace abuse, sexual harassment, and racial dis-
crimination—A study of black, latino, and white low-income
women and men workers in the United States. Int J Health
Serv 36(1): 51-85.

Lawson CE (2018) Platform vulnerabilities: Harassment and mis-
ogynoir in the digital attack on leslie jones. Information,
Communication & Society 21(6): 818-833.

Lee J and Abidin C (2021) Backdoor advertising scandals, Yingyeo
culture, and cancel culture among YouTube Influencers in South
Korea. New Media & Society 14614448211061829: 405-425.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/14614448211061829.

Lewis R and Christin A (2022) Platform drama: “cancel culture,”
celebrity, and the struggle for accountability on YouTube. New
Media & Society 24(7): 1632-1656.

Love T (2025) The disaggregation of platform labor: Theorizing
skin tone work in the black influencer beauty economy.
Social Media + Society 11(1): 20563051241310943.

Marwick A (2015) Instafame: Luxury selfies in the attention econ-
omy. Public Culture 27: 137-160.

Marwick AE (2021) Morally motivated networked harassment as
normative reinforcement. Social Media + Society 7(2):
20563051211021378.

Matamoros-Fernandez A (2017) Platformed racism: The mediation
and circulation of an Australian race-based controversy on twitter,
Facebook and YouTube. Information, Communication & Society
20(6): 930-946.

Matamoros-Fernandez A and Farkas J (2021) Racism, hate speech,
and social Media: A systematic review and critique. Television
& New Media 22(2): 205-224.


https://www.shopify.com/ca/blog/influencer-marketing-statistics
https://www.shopify.com/ca/blog/influencer-marketing-statistics
https://www.shopify.com/ca/blog/influencer-marketing-statistics
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/01634437221111923
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/01634437221111923
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/13675494231212346
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/13675494231212346
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/13675494231212346
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4459448
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4459448
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/29/instagram-influencers-are-often-white-leading-to-brand-criticism.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/08/29/instagram-influencers-are-often-white-leading-to-brand-criticism.html
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/75-004-m/75-004-m2024001-eng.htm
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/75-004-m/75-004-m2024001-eng.htm
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/03/05/style/tarte-cosmetics-influencers-tiktok-backlash.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/03/05/style/tarte-cosmetics-influencers-tiktok-backlash.html
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211061829
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211061829

14

Platforms & Society

Mendez M (2022) Why Is It So Hard for Black Creators to Get
Their Due? Rolling Stone. https:/www.rollingstone.com/
culture/culture-features/black-creator-tiktok-strike-dance-law-
1334553/

Nadim M (2023) Making sense of hate: Young Muslims’ under-
standings of online racism in Norway. J Ethn Migr Stud
49(19): 4928-4945.

Nieborg DB and Poell T (2018) The platformization of cultural
production: Theorizing the contingent cultural commodity.
New Media & Society 20(11): 4275-4292.

Nielsen MB, Matthiesen SB and Einarsen S (2010) The impact of
methodological moderators on prevalence rates of workplace
bullying. A meta-analysis. J Occup Organ Psychol 83(4):
955-979.

Noble SU (2018) Algorithms of Oppression: How Search Engines
Reinforce Racism. Illustrated edition. New York, NY, USA:
NYU Press.

Ortiz SM (2019) You can say I got desensitized to it”: How men of
color Cope with everyday racism in online gaming. Sociol
Perspect 62(4): 572-588.

Ortiz SM (2021) Racists without racism? From colourblind
to entitlement racism online. Ethn Racial Stud 44(14):
2637-2657. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/
01419870.2020.1825758.

Otterbach S, Sousa-Poza A and Zhang X (2021) Gender differ-
ences in perceived workplace harassment and gender egalitar-
ianism: A comparative cross-national analysis. Business
Ethics, the Environment & Responsibility 30(3): 392-411.

Papacharissi Z (2014) Affective Publics. In: Affective Publics.
Oxford, England: Oxford University Press. https:/doi.org/10.
1093/acprof:0s0/9780199999736.003.0006.

Poell T, Nieborg DB and Duffy BE (2021) Platforms and Cultural
Production. 1st Edn. Cambridge, England: Polity.

Rai A and Agarwal UA (2018) Workplace bullying and employee
silence: A moderated mediation model of psychological con-
tract violation and workplace friendship. Pers Rev 47(1):
226-256.

Rauchberg J and Maddox J (2024) She’s my bitch eating crack-
ers”: Influencer snark and the digital gossip economy.
Feminist Media Studies: 1-7. https:/doi.org/10.1080/
14680777.2024.2430462.

Raun T (2018) Capitalizing intimacy: New subcultural forms of
micro-celebrity strategies and affective labour on YouTube.
Convergence 24(1): 99-113.

Rosander M, Salin D, Viita L, et al. (2020) Gender Matters:
Workplace Bullying, Gender, and Mental Health. Front
Psychol 11: 1-13. https:/doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560178.

Ruckenstein M (2023) The Feel of Algorithms. Oakland, CA,
USA: University of California Press.

Saha J (2023) https://www.salon.com/2023/05/12/tarte-beauty-
influencers-color/.

Salin D (2021) Workplace bullying and gender: An overview of
empirical findings. In: D’Cruz P, Noronha E, Caponecchia C,

et al. (eds) Dignity and Inclusion at Work. Singapore: Springer,
331-361.https:/doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12.

Salin D, Hoel H (2020) Organizational risk factors of workplace
bullying. In: Einarsen SV, Hoel H, Zapt D, et al. (eds) Bullying
and Harrasment in the Workplace: Theory, Research and
Practice. 3rd Edn. Boca Raton, FL, USA: CRC Press, 305-329.

Savolainen L (2022) The shadow banning controversy: Perceived
governance and algorithmic folklore. Media, Culture & Society
44(6): 1091-1109.

Sobieraj S (2020) Credible Threat: Attacks Against Women Online
and the Future of Democracy. Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press.

Soltani A (2017) Racism in the Canadian imagination. In: Abdulle
A and Nelun Obeyesekere A (eds) New Framings on
Anti-Racism and Resistance: Volume 2 — Resistance and the
New Futurity. Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill217-27. https://
brill.com/display/book/edcoll/9789463511315/BP000003.xml.

Srnicek N (2016) Platform Capitalism. Cambridge, England:
Polity.

Statista (2024) https://www. statista.comy/statistics/464262/percentage-
distribution-of-earings-in-canada-by-level-of-income/.

Statistics Canada. (2016, July 12) General Social Survey—Cycle
30: Canadians at Work and Home. https:/www23.statcan.gc.
ca/imdb/p2SV .pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=5221

Statistics Canada. (2020, May 12) Questionnaire(s) and reporting
guide(s)—Census of Population 2021. https:/www?23.statcan.
gc.ca/imdb/p2SV pl?Function=getSurvInstrumentList&Id=1283315

Statistics Canada. (2022) Table 98-10-0324-01 Visible minority
and population group by generation status: Canada, provinces
and territories, census metropolitan areas and census agglom-
erations with parts [Dataset]. https:/www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/
tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=9810032401

Stegeman HM, Are C and Poell T (2024) Strategic invisibility: How
creators manage the risks and constraints of online hyper(in)
Visibility. Social Media + Society 10(2): 20563051241244674.

Talbot K (2019) https://www.forbes.com/sites/katetalbot/2019/
06/02/diversity-in-influencer-marketing-why-representation-
matters/.

Thompson SK (1990) Adaptive cluster sampling. J Am Stat Assoc
85(412): 1050-1059.

Uttarapong J, Cai J and Wohn DY (2021) Harassment experiences
of women and LGBTQ live streamers and how they handled
negativity7—19.

Vitak J, Chadha K, Steiner L, et al. (2017) Identifying women’s
experiences with and strategies for mitigating negative effects
of online harassment: 1231-1245.

Williams AA, Bryant Z and Carvell C (2019) Uncompensated
emotional labor, racial battle fatigue, and (in)civility in digital
spaces. Sociol Compass 13(2): €12658.

Zuzunaga Zegarra D (2024) Racism in the platformized cul-
tural industries: Precarity, visibility, and harassment in
Canada.  [International  Journal

18(2024): Article 0.

of  Communication


https://www.rollingstone.com/culture/culture-features/black-creator-tiktok-strike-dance-law-1334553/
https://www.rollingstone.com/culture/culture-features/black-creator-tiktok-strike-dance-law-1334553/
https://www.rollingstone.com/culture/culture-features/black-creator-tiktok-strike-dance-law-1334553/
https://www.rollingstone.com/culture/culture-features/black-creator-tiktok-strike-dance-law-1334553/
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01419870.2020.1825758
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01419870.2020.1825758
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199999736.003.0006
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199999736.003.0006
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199999736.003.0006
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2024.2430462
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2024.2430462
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2024.2430462
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560178
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560178
https://www.salon.com/2023/05/12/tarte-beauty-influencers-color/
https://www.salon.com/2023/05/12/tarte-beauty-influencers-color/
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0218-3_12
https://brill.com/display/book/edcoll/9789463511315/BP000003.xml
https://brill.com/display/book/edcoll/9789463511315/BP000003.xml
https://www.statista.com/statistics/464262/percentage-distribution-of-earnings-in-canada-by-level-of-income/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/464262/percentage-distribution-of-earnings-in-canada-by-level-of-income/
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&percnt;26SDDS=5221
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&percnt;26SDDS=5221
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&percnt;26SDDS=5221
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvInstrumentList&percnt;26Id=1283315
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvInstrumentList&percnt;26Id=1283315
https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvInstrumentList&percnt;26Id=1283315
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=9810032401
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=9810032401
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=9810032401
https://www.forbes.com/sites/katetalbot/2019/06/02/diversity-in-influencer-marketing-why-representation-matters/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/katetalbot/2019/06/02/diversity-in-influencer-marketing-why-representation-matters/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/katetalbot/2019/06/02/diversity-in-influencer-marketing-why-representation-matters/

	 Introduction
	 Understanding workplace harassment
	 Harassment in the platformized workplace
	 Forms of and responses to harassment in content creation cultures
	 Racism in digital media
	 Research questions
	 Methods
	 Study design
	 Data collection and analysis

	 Results
	 Descriptives
	 Online harassment and racism

	 Limitations
	 Discussion and conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


